DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 142 626 Up 017 126

AUTHOR Cusano, Bernard

TITLE Children Learn to Read Through Cooperative Teaching
of Paraprofessionals and Teachers.

INSTITUTION New York City Board of Education, Brooklyn, N.Y.
Office of Educational Evaluation.

PUB DATE 76

NOTE "17p.; Pages 1,2,3 and 4 may be marginally legible due

to the reproducibility of the original document; New
‘York City Board of Education Function No. 20-63417

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Diagnostic Teaching; Elementary Education; Grade 3;
Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6; *Individualized
Instruction; *Learning Laboratories; *Program
Evaluation; *Remedial Reading; *Teaching
Assistants

IDENTIFIERS New York (New York); Umbrella Projects

ABSTRACT

This report evaluated a cooperative teaching progran
designed to provide supplementary diagnostic and prescriptive reading
instructional services to New York City elementary school students
who were more than one grade level behind in reading. Three hundred
students in grades three througk six received reading instruction in
reading laboratories. Specific skill needs were identified and an
individualized program of reading instruction was devised for each
student. Students were tested on a pre and post basis,
paraprofessionals were rated for performance, anil teachers were
interviewed. This report conciuded that post test reading scores of
students increased significantly over the anticipated post test
scores. Paraprofessionals perceived their program experiences as
contributing toward improved performance. Interview data reflected
positive reactions to the programs on the part of classroom teachers,
paraprofessionals, and students. The reading and language rating ’
scale used in the program is included in the appendix. (JP)
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PRUGRAM DESCRIFLION

The Children Learn to Read Through Cooperative Teaening of Paraprofessionnls
and Teachers prosrwi wis designed to provide supplementary diagnostic and
prescrivtive reading instructionsl services to students who ¢re mere then
one year behind reading giruce level. ‘thie progrem was conducted from Novembor
1975 through June 1876. More than three-hundred stucente sttencizg PS 327

in srooklyn, N.Y. perticipated in the program. ‘two 3r¢, two 4th, three 5th,
and three 6th ¢frade classes took part in the program. nach gf the partici-
pating classes w&8s selacted after coﬁsuxtations among the program coordina-

tor {principal), the u:ding teucher, and the classroom teachers.

1en classes of thirty (30} students were scheduled into tne neading Labora-
tory to receive services. rorty-five minute. sessions verc held, tw.ce per
week. wvuring each rLaboratory sessiouun, the classroom teacher anu Peraproiess-
lonail accompanlea tue stuaents. 1nis enabled teacners ana assistvants to be-
commMe Iamwlilsl Wili QlagnostiiC wpa Prescripuive teclniques uua meterials

employed in the Laboratory. ‘rhe schedule O sessions is presented below,

READING LABORATORY SCHEDULE AS IMPLLMENTED

Period Monday Tuesd2y ‘ednesusy Thursday Friday
1 5-1 6-1 G- 4=2 6-1
2 3-1 6-2 3-1 6-3
3 3-2 6-3 3-2 5-2
3 5-2 9-3
5 4-1 4-1
6 4-2 5-3 b-1

vuring Laboratory sessions, s dlegncstic and prescriptive spproach was inple-
mented. using the Gilmore ural Heading Test and tne diagnostic component of

the nandom House Reading rrogram, sssesswent inrormation wus gathered on



st ch student. On the basis of this datas, sperific sxkill needs were icentiflied
and an individualized program of reading instruction was deviged ror eacii part-
icipant. Individual student programming relied heavily upon the Kandom

House heading Program, but also utilized thg rollow1ng reading instructiona;
materinls systems: Barnell-Loi't Speciric Skills Series, EDL Study skills,.

and the SkA Heading Laboratory Kits, levels 1-b and l-c.

Progrem Staff

Four (4) parerofessional.s prrticipat.d in the prog am. Two were assigned

to the Reading Laboratoey snd worxed directly under the supe:vision of the
school's Reuding Teacher. The remaining two werecuesigned té classrooms and
and received direet suvperviisicr from their classroon teachers. In addition,
ley received training and guidanee from the neail.y .ctcher., raraprofess-
ionals who were assigned t.. 2ioss5roums were heuvily involved in sme!l group
instruction. The two who worked in tne Reading Laborutory provided individ-
uglizad instructinn,

The program was coordinated bv the sch}ol p-inzingl while the heading Laborat-

ory operated unaer the direct supervirion of the rsading teacher.

BVALUATION  PROCEDU=LS
The evaluaticn design speciried three (3) evaluztion objectives. mach ob-

jective is staced below and followed by the evaluation procedures,

Kvaluation Qb jective #1:

7o determiune wnetuner, @s a rcSuli or participation 1n tne vhilaren Learn
to Lead Through Coiceinitive Tenching of Parsprofessionels snd Weuclhiers
Program, the re.ucing grade o7 tie students will show a stetistically sig-

nificant difri'erence between the resl-post-test mean score #acd the antici-



pated post-test mean score &s measured by the Gilmore Oral Heading 'lest,

Subjects: All students having purtici <ve’ in the program and having
attended at least sixty (67 wm:s cent of the scheduled Lab-
oratory sessiona.

Methods and Procecures: Alternute forms of the Lilmore Oral Reading
Test were administered in November, 1975
[pre-test, form C) and in May of 1976 (post-
test, form D).

Annlysis of Data: Data was analyzed by the "real" (treatment) posttest
vs. anticipated (without treatment) post-itest method.
The difference between the sample's prscicted post-
test mean grade equivalent score and the obtained
post-test mean grade equivalent score was tes.ou 1os
statistical significance through the determwnatlon
o1 the ¢crrelated t-ratios.

-

Evaluation Objective # 2::

Participati ng paraprot'essionsals in cthe program will AGmonstrdLe ‘ae improved
level or performance as lneasured vy the post-administrution vl & performance
rasirg scale. ‘'lhe rating scale measured parasprotessional vercent..l of
development and i.proved levei of performs.iice,

Suriects: All perticivatiug paraprofessionals (4)

Methods and Procedures: Pos:-progran. administration of Performance kating
Scele.

Anerlysie ot Data: NResponscs were tebulated and @#nalysed.

Evaluation Objective #3

To determine the extent to which the program, us actually carried out,
coincided with the program as described in the project proﬁosal,
Methods and Procedures: Interviews with nroject coordinator,participating
teachers, participating psraprofescsionals and
the school reading teacher. Structured obser-
vation guides were utiiired in eclissrocm and

Laboratory observations.

Ct




Analysis of DLata: Interview responses and classroom observations were

T
tabulated and condensed into narrative summetion.

FINDINGS

Evaluation #l

To déermine whether, as a result of participation in the Children Legrn
to kead Through Coopsrative 'teaching of Faraprofessionals ;nd ‘Yeechers
Prcgrem, the reading grade of the situdents will show a statisticelly sig-
nificont difference between the real-post-test mesan score and»the antici-

pated post-test mean score as measured by the Gilnore Oral Reuding Test,

Results

Mean scores and findings are presented by gradoas well aﬁ,by the total

of all participating grades. Scores Yielded by tne Gilmore Ural Heading -
test and used for evaluaton in this report include the "Accuracy" score
which measures word recognition and pronunciation, and the "Comprehension"
score which measures reading comprehension. also used in this report is

the "Average" score which is a numerical. cverzge ot the abéve two scores,
‘'he mean pre-test, postest,and predicted "average" scores  as well as

respective t-ratios and levels of significance ars presented delow in

—
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THaBLE T

MEAN Pik- and PUST- AVERAGE SGORES by GPaLE and TOT:HL
POPULAT.ON AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE OBLAINED ON THE
GILMORE Otal. READING 451 USING CORRELATED DiaTs  t-Thsiy

v —

Pra- Post-
Test Predicted Test t- Level of
Grade N Mean Mean Mean value Significance
3 53 2.63 3.09 3,43 2.9167 01
4 57 3,30 3.72 3.40 2.2396 «05
5 81 3.29 3.65 4,12 5.3000 +01
6 76 4,46 4.86 5.40 4,5175 01
Total 267 3.49 3.90 4,31 7.6549 .01

'tABLE I shows that gains recorded in grades 3, 5, and 6 are
significant 2t the .0l level. Gains made in grade 4 did not meet
the .0l level test; however they did meet the test of significance
at the ,05 level. ‘rhe gain acnieved by the total group was sig-
nificant at the .0l level and on that basis it can be stated that

Objective #l was reslized,

Additional analyseés into tie extsat of gein made in the skill areas of ac-
curacy and comprehension are presented on the following two pages, ' Th-
HBLES Il and IIsummarize data by grade level and total population withn

Tegara 10 accuracy &nd comprenension respectively.,



TABLE II

Mean Pre and Post - Accuracy Scores and Level of Significance by Grade and Total

Population Obtained on The Gilmore Oral Reading Test Using the Correlated DATA t- test

POST
: PREDICTED TEST t- LEVEL OF
GRADE N MEAN MEAN MEAN VALUE SIGNIRICANCE
3 53 3.05 . 3.67 3.74 6712 N.S.
4 57 3.49 4.04 4.06 .2741 N.S.
5 80 3.64 4.02 4.19 2.3404 .05
6 74 4.62 5.05 5.06 .1007 N.S.
(3 thru 6) 264 3.76 4:24 4.31 1.7239 : N.S.




TABLE 111

MEAN PRE - AND POST - COMPhhHENSION SCORES AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE BY GRADE AND TOTAL

POPULATION OBTAINED ON THE GILMORE ORAL READING TEST USING THE CORRELATED DATA t- test

POST-
PREDICTED TEST te LEVEL OF

GRADE N MEAN MEAN MEAN VALUE SIGNIFICANCE
3 53 2.35 2.78 3.31 4.2640 .01
4 57 3.17 3.66 3.96 2.1187 .05
5 79 2.90 3.19 3.93 6.1785 .01
6 76 4.22 4.61 5.70 6.6666 .01
(3 thru 6) 265 3.24 3.63 4.34 9.6743 R

A
An examinstion or wausims> II. and II shows that although highly substantial

gains were muaae 1n Lne Sklil ulres OI Teudlng comprehension, tuis was not the
cé&se 1n readlng accuracy. J4n VAL IL (accuracy scores) it can be‘noted that
in grades 3,4, snd b, there 1S & negligivie difference between the meen pre-
dicted score and the mean post score., Difference between Dréolcbeu and postL
scores or tne toval group ({grades througn o) Is'aIso slight, witu%regaru
to comprenensiou gains, on the other hand, significant gains ule reflected in
each or tne grzue levels us well as in the mean difference of the totsl gréup.
2

The findings suggest that the program is enabling students tc make substantial

gains in reading comprehension, but not in reading accuracy.




" In TABLE IV below, we have a comparison of Total (grades 3 through 6) scores.

Total accuracy, comprehension, and average scores are < waicd.

TABLE IV

COMPARED MEAN PRE- AND POSE- ACCURACY, COMPREHENSION AND AVERAGE SCORES OF TOBAL

POPULATION OBTAINED ON THE GILMORE ORAL READING I'EST USING THE CORRELATED DATA
T-TEST.

Pre-test Predict=d Post-test Level of
Skill Area N Mean Mean Mean t-value Significance
Accuracy 26k 3.76 | L.ak 4.31 1.7239 N.S.
Comprehension 265 3.2k 3.63 4.3k 9.6743 .0l
Average 269 3.53 3.78 =1 4.1872 .01

o

Data produced in TABLE IV, consistent. with that shown in tbe previous two tables,
more drsmatically reflects the disparity in gain between the accuracy and Com-
prehension skill mean scores, Thus we notice that the mean difference in the
predicted and post-teat accuracy score is only .07 while the mean differencs

in the predictéd and posttest comprehension score is.71

Evaluation Objective #2

"Participeting paraprofessioncls will demonstrate an improved level of per- '
formance &s measured by the post-adminstration of a performance rating

scala. The Rating Scale will measure paraprofessional perception of self-

development and improved level of performance.

»
An eight item ratihg scale develuped by the evaluator was udministered to
each of the participating paruprofessiciels. The results are summarized

in TABLE V  below.

* as measurea vy vne Gilmore ural hHeading lest

8
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TABLE V

RATINGS BY FOUR EDUCATIOGN:~L ALSISTANI'S ON ThEIR LEVEL
OF PERFOURMANCE

Area Rated : Ratings
For Improvement
Disagree Mildly Disagree Agree Strongly Disagree

Ability to diag-
nose reading and
language problems 0 0 4 0

wWorking with stud-
ents on an indiv-

idual basis 0 0 3 1
Knowledgesbility
rogarding instruc-

tional materials 0 0 2 2

Rezognition o7 stu-
dent progres: 0 0 3 1

Provision of small
grour instruction 0 0 3 1

Ability to commun-
‘ icate with teachers O 0] 4 0]

Cammunication with
other school per-
sonnel 0 0 4 0

*Ability to prerare
lesson plans 0 0 1 1

*Not applicable to two paraprofessionals who are Laboratory assigpees




An inspection of THELE V_ reveals that each of the items receivedvpositive
ratings by all of the four paraproréssionals. The item which received the most
positive resnonse concerned the "development of knowledge regarding instruction-
al materials." In general, paraprofessionals agreed that their ability to
diagnose reading problems, work with students on an individual basis, recog-
niza student prégress,.providé more effective small group instruction, and
emmunicate with teachers and other schcol staff has improved as a consequence

of their prcgram participationa Thus their perceptions indicate 1mprov§d

1:vel of development and performance. Obiective # 2 was met.

Teach ' Interviews

The evaluator conducted interviews with eight (8) of ihe ten classroom teachers
having students in the program. Teachers wsre asked to rate & number of pro-
gram factors. These factors and the Teachers' rs3ncnses are presented in

TABLE VI belowe.

.:3,
fy
(2

VI

MEAN RATINGS - SELECTED FROGIAM FACTIOKS

Item Rated - Mean Rating

Suitability of physical facilities

Suitability of available materials
Aédministrative support

Training provided for paraprofession:iu
Effectiveness of parsprofessionals

Positive attitude upon student motivuticn

Student participation and interest in the program
Parental 1interest in studarnt progress

Agsesment of student skill newds

Effectiveness of program planning

el e
S88aZREZE

SCALE: Excellent 5, Very Good 4, Good 3, Fair -2, Poor 1
Q 10
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An inspection of the mean ratings reveals that the teachers rated those
factors listed in TABLE VI highly. The one exception is "parental interest
in student progress" which received a lower reting., All other ratings

could be characterizd as "very good" or "excellent"”.

In addition to tne zbove rating scale, teachers .responded to interview ques-
tions relating to other program facturs. Responses indicatea that twaachers
had access to individual student assessment data generntedvby tha' prcgram
as well a5 student progress informstion whieh pertained to students in
their rrepective classrooms. When asked “he gquestion "What ¢C you see as
the major strengths of the wrogrem"? responses cited most frequeatly were.
quality and variety of instructional materials, low-pupil adult ratio, in-
d¥idual attention, program organization and management, and the presence of
the classroom teacher in the Laboratory during the period in which her stu-
c¢ents received program serv;ces. meachers interviewed felt thai students'
performance in the regular classroom improved as a consequen: f their
participation in th- progra... Three teachers cited improved student seif—
conf'idence as well as acacemic improvemeul. Two teachers volunteered thet

students' work habits had undergone positive change.,

Paraprofessional Interviews

Each of the four paraprofessionals was interviewed by the evaluator. Inter-
viev Tesponses indicusted thet parasprofessionsls received training in Adise-
gnostiec training, utilization of a diagnostic-prescriptive apprezch, and

in selection and use of instruectional materials, In response to® a question
concerning dally work assignments, paraprofessionals indicated that most of
their time was alloted to plannipng, supervicing, and providing instrudtional
activities to terget students, Relatively little time wus spent in elerical

and non-academic tuskse

Q 11 ”
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Paraprofrssionals indicazed that individual attention combined with the low
student adult ratio we.. :mportant in the program's effectiveness, When
asked about communication and teamwork among the classroom teachers, the
readin~ ~reci=zlist, and the parayrofessionals, responses were positive, and

suggested effective intra- staff communication.

Recommendations for program improvements off'ered by the paraprofessionals
ineluded: (a) structuring reguler classroom activities so as to insure ad-
eqguate application of reading skills learned in the Heading Laboratory, ard

{b) more parental involvement.

Classroom Observations,

During three on-site visits, the evaluator observed six neading Laboratory
sessions. 4t the time of these visits, the Laboratory facilities appeared
adequuate to meet the needs of ti~ students, Observea stucent activities
reflected previous preplenning and utilizatien or disgnostic intormetion,
raraprofessionals apeared to be aware ot the éequence ol prescribea student

learning activities. in each sescion students worked on assignments tnat

~

were indiviqually prescrivea, The'learﬂlng atmospnere in the Laborstory was
relaxed and stucents eppeared to be nignly motiviated. ‘reamwori emong tne
paraproiessionals ana tlie neading ‘Leacher was outstiunding. Materials observed
in use included: sSwa kits la @nc¢ lc, SRA Dimensions in Black, Barnell Loft
Specific okills Series, ELL Stuay oeries, suu The nanaow uouse Reading
Program. .in general, tune evaluuior was favorahly inmpressed with the
prograw's organization, runc¢tioulug, uuu ability to encourage positive

participation on the part oi stuuents,

12




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The actual post-test meaen reeaing score ol studeuuvs in the program increased:
significantly over tne anticipatea post-test score, 'Thererore, program ob-
jective #l1 was realized, wmvidence indicating that'participating paraprotess-
ionais perceived their program experiences as contributing toward an impre¢ved
ievel of performance suggests tnaf objective #2 was also realized. Ln the
Jjudgement of the evaluator, objective #3 was met as well. ‘'the program sche-
dule, procedures, organization, racilitiesr instructional materiels, instruc-

tional approach, and statf utilizetion were consistent with proposal intent

and description.

resting data «lso revenled that geins achieved in reading comprehension were
substantially greater than those made in reading accurscy. JLnterview data
“‘reflected positive reactions to tne program on the part of paraprofessionals
and classroom teachers. Lnteryiew end classroom observetion data indicated

highly positive student response.

*rhysicul facilities and premises were sdequaie.
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w RECOMMENDATIONS
The program is providing a necessary and effective set of instructional
services to a popuiation in need. Student and paraprofessional gains, as
well as advantages to the participating classroom teachers, attest to the
usefulness of the program. Consequently, it is recommznded that the pro-

gram continues.

Accuracy (word recognition) scores in some instances have demonstrated
relatively little skill advancement on the part of the target students.
Therefore, it is recommended that the following be considered.in plan-
ning future programs: (a)reassess degree of emphasis upon instructional
priorities related to word recognition skill development, (b) reexamine
instructional materizls and procedures regarding objectives for devei-
oping word recognition skills, (c)reéxamine training emphasis, informal
as well as formal, as provided to paraprofessionals and participating
classroom teachers to determineits relevance to the development of

word recognition skills.

Since current data indicate excellent gains regarding comprehensiown
skills, it is recommended that current approach to the development of

comprehension skills be continued.

Continue the use of current personnel, organization, materials and
instructional approach (with modifications suggested in Eecommenda-

tion (b) above).

14




READING AND LANGUAGE
RATING SCALE

Place an X in the space next to the item that best describes your reaction to the
following statements. _ .

1. My participation in the Program has improved my ability to diagnose student
reading and language problems:
diségree mildy disagree agree strongly agree

2. My participation in the Program has made me more effective in working with
students on an individual basis.

disagree mildy disagree agree strongly agree

3. My participation in the program has impwewed made me more knowledgeable regardicg
instructional materials

disagree mildy disagree agree stronzly agree
4. My participation in the program has rade me more effective in recognizing student
progress.
disagree mildy disagres agree strongly agree

5. My participation in the Program has enabled me to provide more effective instructin
to small groups. o
disagree . mildy disagree ‘agree stronzly agree

6. My participation in the Program has taught me how to better prepare lesson plans.
¥ disagree mildy disagree agree strongly agree

7. My participation in the Brogram has improved my ability to communicete with
teachers. .
disagree mildy disagree agree strongly agree
!
8. My participation in the Program has enablal me to be more effective in my
communications with the school personnel (e.g. counselor, principle).

____ disagree __ mildy disagree agree strongly agree

i7



